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MEMORANDUM  
*

On Petition for Review of an Order of the

Board of Immigration Appeals

Submitted December 17, 2008**  

Before:  GOODWIN, TROTT, and RYMER, Circuit Judges.

Tarsem Singh, a native and citizen of India, petitions for review of a Board

of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order dismissing his appeal from an immigration
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judge’s (“IJ”) decision denying his application for asylum, withholding of removal,

and relief under the Convention Against Torture (“CAT”).  We review for

substantial evidence, INS v. Elias-Zacarias, 502 U.S. 478, 481 n.1 (1992), and we

deny the petition for review. 

Substantial evidence supports the IJ’s denial of asylum because, even taking

Singh’s testimony as true, he failed to establish that his abuse by the Indian police

was motivated, even in part, on account of a protected ground.  See Dinu v.

Ashcroft, 372 F.3d 1041, 1044-45 (9th Cir. 2004).  Because Singh’s fear of future

persecution is based on his past encounters with the Indian police, he has failed to

show a well-founded fear of persecution on account of a protected ground.  See

Fisher v. INS, 79 F.3d 955, 961-62 (9th Cir. 1996) (en banc).

Because Singh did not establish asylum eligibility, it necessarily follows that

he did not satisfy the more stringent standard for withholding of removal.  See

Zehatye v. Gonzales, 453 F.3d 1182, 1190 (9th Cir. 2006).

We deny the petition as to Singh’s CAT claim because the record does not

compel the conclusion that it is more likely than not he will be tortured if returned

to India.  See Hasan v. Ashcroft, 380 F.3d 1114, 1123 (9th Cir. 2004).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.
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